Letter 20 


United States Department of the Interior 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 


ER-01/237 


MAY 1 6 2001; 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600° 

New England Region 

12 New ingiand Executive Park 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior’s review and comment on the 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Review for 
the Logan Airside Improvement Panne a Geen International PaTDOH Boston, Suffolk 
County, Massachusetts. ' a 


We have reviewed this project for a ‘potential Section a(t) } Evaluation bene of the Sosebilly: 
that cultural resource values subject to airport improvement’ actions could:-require related 
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, depending on what the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) determines from concurrent review of theses same 
materials. 


Consistent with our previous comments on compliance documents for Airside Improvements at 
Logan, we feel that the SHPO’s review and/or determination of effect on cultural resources is 
critical in mitigation measures to satisfactorily minimize resource impacts. We support any 
reasonable measures called for by the SHPO. However, until the SHPO has reviewed the project 
and provided its determination, we cannot provide Section 4(f) approval. 


With reference to the natural resource impact aspects of this Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement and Environmental Impact Report, we offer the following commentary: 


Logan International Airport at Boston is on the Atlantic Migratory Bird Flyway. Thus, 
the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) recommends review of some current USGS research 
on environmental conditions resulting in aircraft-bird strikes. Application of the research 
is. to develop an expert system (on CD-Rom) that will provide information on probability 
of bird location by elevation, Universal Transverse Mercator. Location, and time. of year 
to help flight personnel avoid costly bird strikes and enhance the safety of aircraft and 
passengers, as well as birds flying aloft in the vicinity. Also, the report states (Volume 2, 
Page 5-54 to 56, Chapter 5 Affected Environment, Section 5.5 Biotic: Communities) 
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that “Vegetation occurring on the airfield . . .consists of grasses and forbs characteristic 
of lawns, fields, and upland coastal habitats.” Flocking birds are often attracted to these 
types of vegetation habitats. Both migratory and flocking birds (for example (Page 5- 
55), Lapland longspur (Calcarious lapponicus), Snow bunting (Plectrophenax nivalis), 
Kill deer (Charadrius vociferous), Horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), Savannah sparrow 
(Passerculus sandwichensis), and European starling (Sturnus vulgaris)) could be a 
concern at the site if they are sucked into an airplane engine, especially on takeoff. 


Information about the research can be retrieved from the USGS URL, 
http://biology.usgs.gov, under Coop Units, Utah Cooperative Fish and Wildlife 
Research Unit, or under Current Projects, aircraft-bird strikes. 


We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. 


Sincerely, 


Willie R. Taylor 


Director, Office of Environmental 
Policy and Compliance 


cc: 

Mr. Robert Durant, Secretary : 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20" Floor 

Boston, Massachusetts 02202 


Letter 21 
She Commonwealth of Massachusetts 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1054 


GARRETT J. BRADLEY Committees: 
REPRESENTATIVE Government Regulations 
3RD PLYMOUTH DISTRICT Election Laws 


STATE HOUSE, ROOM 472 
BOSTON, MA-02133-1054 
TEL. (617) 722-2120 
FAX (617) 722-2239 


E-Mail: Rep.GarrettBradley @ hou.state.ma.us 


May 7, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

FAA New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva, 


I would like to take this opportunity to express my strong opposition to the 
proposed additional runway at Logan Airport. Presently in my district, which 
encompasses the towns of Hingham, Hull and Cohasset, we have a flight overhead every 
45-60 seconds. With the addition of runway 14/32, air traffic would triple and we would 
have a flight every 15-20 seconds. This is an assault on our quality of life. 


Furthermore, planes fly closer to Hull High School than they ever get to the 
control tower, yet we have had no voice in this process. If we had a voice, we would 
have pointed out the fact that any reduction in delays would be short term. 
Regionalization is the only real long-term solution. 


It is my hope that plans for this runway will be dropped forthwith. Thank you for 
your time and consideration. 


Letter 22 


Che Commonwealth of Massachusetts 


Kegislatise Caucus on Air Transportation 


State House, Boston 02133-1054 - 


ROBERT A. DELEO F ROOM 20 
CHAIRMAN STATE HOUSE 


TEL. (617) 722-2410 
EUGENE L. O’FLAHERTY 


VICE CHAIRMAN 


April 25, 2001 


The Honorable Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs: 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

Attention MEPA Office, Mr. Arthur Pugsley—EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Secretary Durand and Mr. Silva: 


_ We, the undersigned members of the Massachusetts Legislative Caucus on Air 
Transportation, respectfully submit these comments in reference to the Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project’s Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report (SDEIS/FEIR). As elected officials, most 
of whom represent districts in close proximity to airports, and all of whom care deeply 
about the future of air transportation in the New England region, we find significant fault 
with the SDEIS/FEIR and therefore recommend that it not be certified at this time. 


The first and most important issue which the document fails to address is the . 
severe and heretofore unrecognized health detriments associated with airports. Given 
that the proposed expansion of Logan Airport will increase the overall number of 
operations, a supposition we support below, it stands that the detriments now associated 
with Logan will only be increased. At present, the Massachusetts Department of Public 
Health is conducting a study of the health affects of Logan Airport on neighboring 
communities. It is unwise and irresponsible to proceed with expansion of Logan Airport 
until this study is complete, and we have viable data on what airports are doing to our 


neighbors, family and friends. In short, the SDEIS/FEIR does not adequately address 
problems such as respiratory distress, (which a Winthrop study found was a third more 
prevalent in areas closer to the airport), and many other health problems the primary 
cause of which is likely Logan Airport. 


In addition, we believe the proponents to be negligent in their treatment of the 
estimated increases in pollution over the coming years. It has been stated that Logan will 
witness at 30% increase in flight operations over current levels. Given that the Executive 
Office of Environmental Affairs has itself identified Logan Airport as one of the top 
polluters in Massachusetts, with that ranking climbing each year, it would seem self- 
evident that expansion proposals should give way to proposals designed to reduce smog, 
noise pollution, and other related heath detriments. 


Beyond the lack of concern for the health of local residents, the SDEIS/FEIR and 
expansion proposal in general fail to recognize the fact that construction of a new 
runway, which is the primary facet of the proposal, will be ineffective at reducing delays 
at Logan in the long term. Approximately 3% of operations at Logan are considered 
delayed. Of that 3%, 2% are due to severe weather related conditions which the 
construction of a new runway could not combat. We are therefore asked to endorse a 
proposal which has the potential to constitute a significant health threat to our 
constituents, and which will certainly result in a decline in their quality of life, in order 
that Logan might realize only a 1% decrease in delays. This is an unacceptable request 
and one to which we answer resoundingly in the negative. 


One of the charges of the Legislative Caucus on Air Transportation is the 
promotion of regional airports. In this regard, the Massachusetts Port Authority 
(Massport) and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) have shown the beginnings of 
what could be termed a genuine interest in the promotion of regional airports and 
alternative ground transportation (high-speed rail). However, enough is not being done in 
this regard, and the result will be the continuation of delays at Logan with or without 
expansion. According to the Authority, 71% of regional jets that currently use and 
subsequently cause delays on other runways at Logan, would utilize Runway 14/32. 
However, because the runway is only proposed to be 5,000 feet in length, most regional 
jets would be unable to use it because of their takeoff/landing requirements. Given that 
the proposed runway would do little to redirect regional air traffic at Logan, we are 
forced to conclude that the proponents’ are either mistaken in their estimates or plan to 
use the runway for increased general aviation traffic. 


It is exactly these types of flights, (general aviation and regional jet traffic), that 
could and should be diverted to regional airports across New England. The proponents 
would be better served to focus their efforts on improving the infrastructure at our 
region’s airports such that they could accommodate a larger share of traffic, than to 
promote a construction project which will actually have the affect of enticing more small 
air craft to Logan Airport and thus increase delays and congestion. 
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The proponents also fail to explore alternative methods for delay reduction that do 
not involve airport expansion. Specifically, we believe that the institution of peak-hour 
pricing and/or and slot-reservation system at Logan would greatly reduce delays and 
would have the added benefit of keeping control over total operations. Indeed, in the 
1980’s Massport implemented a form of peak hour pricing which was met with great 
success. It should be required of the proponents to explore and subsequently implement 
any and all tenable, non-expansion related measure for delay reduction prior to — 
entertaining expansion proposals. 


Finally, we disagree with the promulgation of a proposal that will ultimately 
increase noise over much of the Greater Boston area. As detailed in the SDEIS/FEIR 
itself, noise will increase in many communities directly following construction of a new 
runway, with others following suit in the years to come. It is beyond comprehension that 
we could endorse a course of action that would result in the heaping of more noise on 
cities and towns that already shoulder more than their fair share. It is ultimately in the — 
interest of adhering to the principles of environmental justice that the undersigned take. 
issue with a proposals that will harm what are for the most part less affluent communities 
in service of supposed economic gains. 


Thank you for your attention to our comments on this document. Please contact 
us should you require additional information. 


Very truly yours, 


( SUVA A iD ; y ae ee 
EDWARD G. CONNOLLY 


31 Middlesex District 
PAUL C. DEMAKIS CHRISTOPHER G. FALLON ~ 


8" Suffolk District 36" Middlesex District 


7" Suffolk District 
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PATRICIA D. JEHL 


30" Middlesex District 


16" Shffolk District 
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29" Middlesex District 


JOHN A. HART Jr. 
4 Suffolk District 


ae 


11™ Suffolk District 


ots Suffolk District 


ELIZABETH A. MALIA 


DAVID T. DONNELLY 
10" Suffolk District 


Letter 23 


Ghe Commonfeealth of Massachusetts 


House of Representatives 
State House, Boston 02133-1054 


REPRESENTATIVE . Committees on: 
LIZ MALIA PUBLIC SAFETY 
11TH SUFFOLK DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION 
STAFF DIRECTOR 
ROOM 540, STATE HOUSE KAREN VAN KOOY 
TEL. (617) 722-2090 
FAX (617) 722-2848 LEGISLATIVE AIDE 


Rep.LizMalia @ hou.state.ma.us ANGELA JOLIE 


June 6, 2001 


The Honorable Robert A. Durand 

Secretary of Environmental Affairs, Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Attention MEPA Office, Mr. Arthur Pugsley—-EOEA No. 10458 

251 Causeway Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs, Airports Division, ANE-600 
New England Region, 12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Secretary Durand and Mr. Silva: 


I am writing to urge that the Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project’s Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report (SDEIS/FEIR) not be approved at this 
time. As the State Representative for the district that includes parts of Dorchester, Jamaica Plain, Roslindale 
and Roxbury, I am extremely concerned that any expansion of capacity at Logan such as that allowed bya 
new runway will have a disastrous effect on the health and well being of my constituents. Increased levels of 
air pollution, noise and road traffic simply cannot be absorbed by the residents of Greater Boston. 


Lack of effective and responsible long term planning on the part of MassPort has become a hallmark of the 
discussion surrounding the proposal to add a new 5,000-foot runway. Justification for this expansion 
continues to rest solely on the poorly defined goal of “delay reduction” in flight arrivals and departures. The 
recent report by the Montgomery Consulting Group highlights the serious flaws in these assumptions and 
should provide sufficient rationale for not proceeding with this runway. 


Our responsibility as elected and appointed officials is to take all factors into consideration before making 
major policy decisions. I believe it would be inappropriate to proceed with this expansion. 


Thank you for considering my position on this matter. 
Sincerely, 

LIZ IA 

State Representative, 11" Suffolk District 


Letter 24 


COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 


MASSACHUSETTS SENATE 


STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1053 


SENATOR MICHAEL W. MORRISSEY - COMMITTEES: 
NORFOLK AND PLYMOUTH DISTRICT GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS 
(CHAIR) 
Ba WAYS AND MEANS 
TEL. 617-722-1494 NATURAL RESOURCES AND 
FAX 617-722-1055 AGRICULTURE 


: . TRANSPORTATION 
E-Mail: MMorriss @ senate.state.ma.us 


REDISTRICTING (VICE-CHAIR) 


April 23, 2001 


Mr. Arthur Pagsley 

MEPA Office 

Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


EOEA Number: 10458 
Dear Mr. Pugsley: 


I am writing to express my opposition to the Massachusetts Port Authority’s plan to 
construct a new runway at Logan Airport, Runway 14./32. I have received considerable 
input from communities in my district who currently receive noise from overhead air 
flights going to Logan Airport and their concerns about the new runway. We believe that 
the addition of this runway will increase air traffic over my district and it will not be 
limited to the coastal portions of my district but include densely populated residential 
areas. Should delays occur at Logan, planes will have to fly over residential areas in 
order to approach the runway again. Please record our opposition to the runway proposal 
on your records. 


Thank you for your time and attention to this request. 

incerely, , 

ichael W. Morrissey 
Senator - Norfolk and Hlymouth 
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, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1054 


ANTHONY PETRUCCELLI Committees on: 
STATE REPRESENTATIVE Election Laws 
1st SUFFOLK DISTRICT : Steering, Policy and 
ROOM 166, STATE HOUSE \ Scheduling 
TEL. (617) 722-2900 . ‘ Transportation 


FAX (617) 722-2822 


DANIEL EKASALA 


E-Mail: Rep.AnthonyPetruccelli@ hou.state.ma.us 
LEGISLATIVE ASSISTANT 


June 5,2001 


Robert Durand 

Secretary of Environmental Mees 
Attention MEPA Office — a 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, MA 02114 


Dear Mr. Secretary: 


T urge you to deny the certificate for the Massachusetts Port Authority’s proposed 
airside improvement program. Although I have testified both verbally and through 
written comments on this issue in the past, I feel that it is an issue of the utmost 
importance that deserves further attention. 


Currently, the Massachusetts Department of Public Health is undergoing an 
environmental risk assessment that will study the incidence of respiratory disease and 
cancer in the towns within a five-mile radius of Logan Airport. It would be 
“environmentally unjust” to move forward with the proposed airport expansion without 
the completion of this study. | 


According to MPA’s 1999 Environmental Status and Planning Report, levels of 
NOx and CO have increased over the past year. I first raised this startling issue to your 
office in February of 2001. I am encouraged by the response from both offices that 
includes that establishment of a first in the nation program Air Quality Initiative (AQD, 
that will attempt to lower emissions, but providing the airport with the infrastructure that 
would increase the number of passengers from 27.5 million to 45 million over the nest 
twenty years will override any positive efforts that the initiative will have on the 
stimounding neighborhoods. 


to whether or not an access road will be built for the Worcester Municipal Airport. 
Hanscom Field has only added a small number of commercial flights within the past year 
totaling only 150,000 passengers as compared to Logan’s 27.5 Million. Finally, questions 
still exist about the roles of Barnstable Municipal Airport, Otis Air Force Base on Cape 
Cod, Manchester Airport and Fort Devins. In summary, for the preservation of the quality 
of life for Logan’s neighbors and the overall efficiency of the region’s air transportation 
system, a more comprehensive and aggressive regional plan must exist. 


The proposed airside improvements are nothing more than “band-aid” solutions 
for the delays associated. with air transportation. The MPA even admits that if 
implemented, Runway 14/32 would only reduce delays for a few years. It is irresponsible 
to progress with a plan of this magnitude with so many unanswered questions. 


I urge you to deny the certificate. 


‘Sincerely, 


ANTHONY PETRUCCELLI 
State Representative 


Letter 26 


Representative Kathi Reinstein’s Testimony 
for the April 25, 2001 Airport hearing 


I regret that I am unable to attend this important hearing due to 
prior significant commitments in my district. However below are | 
my remarks that I prepared for your hearing and I ask that you 
strongly consider my views and especially those of the residents 


of Revere, Malden and Chelsea. 


IT would like to, once again, voice my strong opposition to the 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Study filed jointly by 
Massport and the FAA in regards to the Airside Improvement 


Program. 


According to the study, quality of life in the neighborhoods 
surrounding Logan Airport will be improved because of the 
increased efficiency that the additional runway and taxiway will 
bring. I DON’T THINK SO. 


e How will our quality of life increase when the amount of 


passengers and air traffic will increase? 


e How will my neighbors enjoy their homes when their 
windows are open or when they are outside with the already 
overbearing noise pollution that exists? | 

e What will Massport say to its surrounding communities when 
they return to our neighborhoods in five years and say, “we 
need to expand AGAIN and we need to look at a regional 
transportation plan”? 

e Why aren't Massport and the FAA seriously exploring and 


considering a regional transportation plan already? 


How many more times to we have to reiterate the obvious to all 
of you: THIS IS A BANDAID APPROACH. In 1999 27 ¥2 million 
passengers traveled through Logan Airport. By 2015 it is 
estimated that that number will increase to 34 million, and in 
2025 it is estimated that 45 million passengers will travel through 
Logan International Airport. One additional runway cannot and 
will not accommodate this amount of traffic and I think it is 
revolting to expect Logan’s surrounding neighborhoods to bear 


such a burden. 


We need to think regionally. Worcester and Hanscom need to 
_ seriously be considered. They can already and do already 
accommodate flights. For example, Washington DC has a very 


efficient and successful regional airport system. Massport and 


the FAA must look at other regional airport systems, such as this, 
in the United States. REGIONALIZATION IS THE ONLY 
SOLUTION. | 


In closing, I ask that you strongly and legitimately consider my 


concerns and those of my colleagues and our constituents. 


Thank you. 


Letter 27 


The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
.. Bouse of Representatioes _ 


JOSEPH C. SULLIVAN © House Chairman 
REPRESENTATIVE Committee on 
5TH NORFOLK DISTRICT Transportation 


51 WEST STREET 
BRAINTREE, MA 02184 
TEL. (781) 843-0163 


ROOM 443, STATE HOUSE 


June 4, 2001 TEL. (617) 722-2460 
‘ FAX (617) 722-2353 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs | Mr. John Silva 

Attention MEPA Office | Manager, Environmental Programs 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 Airports Division, ANE — 600 

251 Causeway Street New England Region 

Boston, MA 02114 12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Pugsley and Mr. Silva: 


As the public comment period for the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement / Final Environmental Impact Report for the Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project draws to a close, I would like to take the opportunity to offer my 
comments about the document and the Airside Improvements Project itself. I am writing 
to you as a member of the Joint Committee on Transportation and as the elected 
representative for the town of Braintree, which is one of many communities impacted by 
noise generated by operations at Logan International Airport. 


I would like to begin by recognizing the efforts of Massport and the FAA to provide the 
public with a comprehensive supplemental environmental document that addresses many 
community concerns and questions that were raised during the Draft EIS / EIR comment 
period. As you know, the results of that comment period called for additional review of 
alternative transportation planning measures that would complement or replace the need 
for runway construction at Logan, with which Massport has duly complied. This 
Supplemental DEIS / Final EIR demonstrates this exhaustive and valuable effort and 
confirms that Massport is committed to mitigating, to the extent that it is feasible, the 
environmental impacts of the proposed Runway 14/32 Project. 


In the comment I submitted for the Draft EIR / EIS process, I spoke of the need for 
Massport and the FAA to work jointly to develop a viable, long-term regionalization plan 
that would ease the burden of aircraft delays that Logan Airport currently experiences. 
Massport’s projections indicate that delays at Logan will only worsen with time, as 
increased demand for air services will exacerbate the present deficiency in its runway 
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layout. This deficiency can be mitigated somewhat through the construction of the 
proposed Runway 14 / 32. However, if Runway 14 / 32 is only designed to alleviate 
current delays caused by certain weather conditions and not to expand Logan’s overall 
capacity, as Massport has claimed, how will this issue of accommodating or controlling 
both present and future demand be resolved? 


I believe that Massport recognizes that regionalization must be an integral component of 
this puzzle, and I commend the agency’s efforts to date to promote the expanded use of 
alternate regional airports such as Manchester, T.F. Green, and Worcester Regional. 
Manchester and T.F Green / Providence Airports offer travelers originating from the 
north and south of Boston the option of avoiding congestion at Logan, and have 
successfully diverted a significant portion of short-and medium-distance air traffic that 
would have otherwise used Logan. Moreover, Massport’s active involvement with the 
City of Worcester to negotiate additional air service for Worcester Regional Airport 
should assist in drawing residents from the Metro West area away from Logan. 
Admittedly, these airports do not have the capacity or market share to serve as major 
airports for the New England region. However, within certain segments of the travel 
market, they do have the ability to absorb a larger share of the region’s travel demand, 
and to offer the region a more balanced transportation system. | 


Therefore, within the context of further regionalization I would strongly urge Massport to 
expand its media campaign to encourage travelers to use Manchester, T.F Green, and 
Worcester whenever possible. As part of its marketing campaign, the Authority should 
advise the public of current and future ground transportation access initiatives that will 
make these airports more convenient for travelers. Specifically, the construction of the 
Warwick Intermodal Station, which will provide a direct rail connection between 
downtown Boston and T.F. Green, should allow Providence to capture those travelers 
who currently use their automobiles to reach Logan Airport. Additionally, the Greater 
Worcester Access Road Improvement Project will help to integrate Worcester Regional 
Airport into the surrounding interstate highway system, and will be a further draw for 
MetroWest passengers. Furthermore, to complement this effort to market New England 
regional airports to air travelers, Massport, with the assistance of neighboring states, 
should continue to aggressively lobby air carriers to expand existing service routes. 
Improved ground access to the airports will increase passenger demand, so it is in the 
interest of the airlines to take full advantage of this demand. 


In section 2.5 of the SDEIS / FEIR, Massport points to the Amtrak’s Acela service, which 
offers a high-speed rail connection between Boston and New York City, as an additional 
regionalization initiative. In my previous comment, I had requested that Massport 
develop more accurate ridership figures that would support the claim that it will impact 
use of Logan Airport. This document does not offer that data, although Massport 
continues to claim that Acela service will reduce passenger growth at Logan. I 
understand that the delay in the implementation of Acela may have prevented the study of 
ridership levels. However, I would again urge the Authority to provide this data as soon 
as possible. 


Finally, as the Secretary of EOEA and the FAA move forward in the environmental 
approval process for the proposed Airside Improvements Project, I would like to iterate 
some thoughts on the construction of Runway 14 / 32. Massport has marketed 14 / 32 
based on certain mitigating premises, specifically that it will be designed, constructed, 
and operated by the FAA as a unidirectional runway that will handle only over-water 
operations. In the SDEIS / FEIR Massport has substantiated this promise to the 
surrounding communities by making it part of the final state and federal environmental 
review documents, and thus legally enforceable. From a design standpoint, I understand 
that Massport has included an additional level of reinforcement by configuring the 
taxiway system leading surrounding the runway in such a manner that aircraft may only 
taxi onto the runway from the 14 end, thus requiring over-water departures. Furthermore, 
the presence of structures outside of the airfield would prevent aircraft from using the 14 
approach end of the runway for arrivals. I commend Massport for committing itself to 
the unidirectionality provision, and I urge the Authority to maintain this promise. 


I would like to thank you for allowing me to offer my thoughts on the proposed Logan 
Airside Improvements Planning Program. I hope that you will consider these comments 
in the sincere way in which they have been offered. 


Very truly,yours, 


an, Chairman 
itte€ on Transportation 

tate Representative 

5" Norfolk District 


ce: Ms. Virginia Buckingham, Executive Director 
Massachusetts Port Authority 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 


MASSACHUSETTS SENATE 


STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1053 


SENATE MAJORITY WHIP 


DISTRICT 


tae at RB: \ 
SUFFOLK AND MIDDLESEX ecke 
4 
ROOM 511 


L. (617 -163 —_ a, 2001 
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Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 


100 Cambridge St., 20" F1. 
Boston MA 02202 


Dear Secretary Durand, | 


‘Please accept this letter as written comment, in response to the Logan Airside 
Improvements Planning Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
(DEIS/R), EOEA #10458. . 


The purpose of this project is to expand operations at Logan International Airport. 
No matter how many times. the Massachusetts Port Authority (MassPort) states otherwise, 
this project would allow MassPort to fly more planes in and out of its facility. The 
construction of a new runway at Logan Airport does nothing to enhance the quality of the 
environment, and in truth potentially has the ability to be very destructive. 


According to the 1999 Environmental Status & Planning Report filed by 
MassPort, it is estimated that annual air passengers are expected to reach 37.5 million at 
Logan Airport by the year 2015,.up from the 1999 activity level of 27 miilion passengers. 

The same report estimates that total aircraft operations will increase to 584,612 annually 
by 2015, compared to the 494,816 that occurred in 1999. . 


Here, MassPort's own environmental documents admit that operations at Logan 
Airport will continue to skyrocket, despite the addition of a new runway and recent 
efforts to regionalize airport expansion. Although arguments have been made to the 
contrary, Runway 14/32 and "regionalization" will result in nothing more than a "band- 
aid solution” that will do little to affect the hemorrhaging of passenger aircrafts that 
continue to fly into and out of Logan Airport. MassPort has even conceded that Runway 
_ 14/32 would only alleviate delay conditions 20% of the time. 


Expanding Logan’s capacity could harm Boston’s environment and public health, 
due to: increased air pollution from additional aircraft, additional taxiway idling, as well 
as increased vehicles traveling to and from Logan, increased levels of noise pollution 
under proposed flight paths, soundproofing equipment which may reduce indoor air 
quality, and impacts on the quality of water in Boston Harbor. The DEIS/R fails to 
address these concerns adequately, if at all. 


For instance, the proposed 9,300 foot taxiway would allow more aircraft to push 
back early from the gate and pretend to be "on time" while idling on the taxiway waiting 
to take off. At the same time, airfield expansion would require more people to use ground 
transportation to and from Logan. The proposal does not address the serious problems of 
airplane exhaust during these idling period nor the increased vehicular traffic emissions 
resulting from expansion. This obvious reality defies MassPort's contention that increased. 
volume, exacerbated by a new runway, would actually decrease emissions around the 
airport. This obviously should not bode well for an airport that you consider the 6 worst 
air polluter in the state, and the projected #1 polluter by 2009. | 


Representations that building the runway is a.regional solution fail to ring true as - 
MassPort’s proposal does not contain a regional airport plan or address the need for 
increased use of Hanscom Field and Worcester Municipal Airport. It also does not 
explore any plans for a second major airport within either Massachusetts or the New 
England region. The DEIS/R and MassPort’s previously submitted GEIR do-not even 
address the full landside impacts of these airside improvements, nor do they fully explore 
moving greater aoe of peseenecrs to and from Logan via alternative modes. 


After review the contents of this document and providing the aforementioned - 
reasons enumerated in this document, I hope you join with me in finding that the DEIS/R 
raises far too many questionable concerns about the merits of this project, and should i not 
be approved. 


Furthermore, I truly believe that the Massachusetts Port Authority, along with the 
Federal Aviation Administration should continue to work further to convene a regional 
panel to evaluate the state of transportation in the region, develop comprehensive 
strategies to meet both short-term and long-term regionai transportation needs, promote a 
greater variety of transportation options available for our citizens and our economy, and 


commit the Commonwealth to meet these goals in specific and feasible ways. 


I thank you in advance for allowing me the opportunity to testify on behalf of this 
very important matter. If you should need any additional information, please feel free to 
contact me directly. 


ROBERT E. TRAVAGLINI 
Senate Majority Whip 
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8 June 2001 NHESP File: 01-8946 
(Old File #96-384) 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
251 Causeway St., Suite 900 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


Project Name: Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project 
Proponent: Massport 
Location: Boston, MA 


Document Reviewed: FEIR 
EOEA File Number: 10458 


‘Attention: MEPA Unit/Arthur Pugsley 


Dear Secretary Durand, 


The Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP) of the MA Division of Fisheries and 
Wildlife has reviewed the final Environmental Impact Report for the Logan Airside Improvements: 
project and would like to offer the following comments regarding impacts to state-listed rare species 
protected under the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA)(G.L. c. 131A) and its 
implementing regulations (321 CMR 10.00). 


This project will require a Conservation Permit under MESA. Massport has been coordinating with 
NHESP as they have developed a conservation plan to mitigate for impacts to the habitar of the 
endangered Upland Sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda). The proposed project at Logan will impact 
approximately 37 acres of Upland Sandpiper habitat. Some on-site habitat mitigation is being proposed 
and will be incorporated inro the permit. The majority of the proposed mitigation will occur off-site at 
the Massachusetts Military Reservation (MMR). Historically grasslands within the cantonment area of 
MMR provided substantial habitat for Upland Sandpipers. However, bécause the grasslands have not 
been managed for more than a decade, far fewer Upland Sandpipers nest at MMR than nested there in 
the 1980’s. The proposed mitigation will restore 150 acres of grassland habitat that has succeeded into 
pitch pme and red cedar stands. Because a third party is involved, NHESP will be requiring that the 
mitigation take place before construction begins on the Centerfield Taxiway and Taxiway Delta project. 
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Presently NHESP is waiting for a written agreement between Massport and the Massachusetts Air 
National Guard at MMR so that the mitigation can proceed. If an agreement cannot be reached 
between these two parties, alternative mitigation will be required. If alternative mitigation is needed, 
we recommend that a Notice of Project Change be: filed with MEPA detailing the new mitigation plan 


We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. 


Hanni Dinkeloo 
Endangered Species Counsel 


Letter 30 


State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations 
State House 
Providence, Rhode Island 02903-1196 
401-277-2080 


LINCOLN ALMOND 
GOVERNOR 


May 17, 2001 


The Honorable Robert Durand 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attention MEPA Office 

Mr. Arthur Pugsley - EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


We would like to offer comments on the Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project’s Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental 
Impact Report (EIS/EIR). We are strong supporters of the Logan Airside Improvements 
Project. We agree with the conclusions in the EIS/EIR that since Logan is the second 
worst airport in our country in terms of arrival delays, and the 6" worst in overall delays, 
that reducing that delay is fundamental to the continued economic health of our entire 
region. We also concur with the conclusion that the recent growth at T.F. Green, 
Manchester and Worcester airports will not eliminate the need for the proposed 
improvements at Logan. But we feel strongly that both should be accomplished; improve 
the efficiency of Logan and do all that we can cooperatively to improve the regional 
transportation system. 


We believe, as you do, that a convenient airport is a critical part of our state’s 
economic future. But the regional airports have certainly been playing their part in 
reducing pressure on Logan. The Logan EIS/EIR states that since 1998, 8 of 10 new 
airline passengers in New England flew in and out of regional airports. In 1999, the 
EIS/EIR believes that 2.4 million passengers that would have used Logan were attracted 
to regional airports, the lion’s share of which were through T.F. Green. This new trend 
caused Massport in the EIS/EIR to lengthen by five years their initial estimate of how 
long it will take Logan to reach 37.5 million passengers. Coupled with the introduction 
of the Amtrak Acela Express and Regional service, there is certainly a great deal of 
recent progress in terms of new options for travelers in our region. We should all take: 
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pride in these new options as we think of our region in a fiercely competitive national and 
international context. This is especially true since we know reducing congestion at 
Logan is so important for our regional economy. 


The Massachusetts Secretary of the Environment, Robert Durand, agreed with 
that sentiment in his May 1999 Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act certificate for 
this project. At that time he required Massport to study and describe the planned 
improvements at the regional airports as part of an effort to support other travel options. 
He wrote “potential commitments or mitigations relating to regional transportation 
include: funding construction of a rail station at Providence Airport.” We see no 
response to that recommendation in the EIS/EIR, nor an up-to-date status of our train 
station proposal. Please allow us to give you the most recent status of the Warwick 
Station project, and underscore the importance of this project to Massachusetts and 
Logan. 


The Warwick Station at T.F. Green Airport is not in need of funding assistance 
from Massport as part of the mitigation for the Logan Airside Improvement Project. We 
feel confident in our existing financial plan for the estimated $150 million project. What 
is needed, and we believe should be required as part of the Section 61 findings, is a 
financial commitment from Massport with regards to the cost of the Massachusetts Bay 
Transportation Authority (MBTA) trains themselves. Knowing of the growing 
congestion levels on our region’s roadways, we believe that in the years to come 
passenger trains will be an even more critical part of the regional transportation solution. 
A train directly to and from Boston and the largest regional airport should be part of the 
Logan mitigation. 


The MBTA and the Rhode Island Department of Transportation have been 
working in a exceptionally cooperative manner with regional environmental benefits as 
they have formed the Pilgrim Partnership to provide commuter rail service between 
Providence and Boston. This is, in fact, MBTA’s busiest line and the service has been 
expanded recently with much success. 


In 1998 an agreement was reached between Governor Paul Cellucci and Governor 
Lincoln Almond to serve the Warwick Station by MBTA once it is operational in late 
2002. But the final negotiations have not yet occurred for the operating and capital costs 
of that service. Therefore the time is ideal, we believe, for the Section 61 findings of the 
Logan project to require Massport to participate in those upcoming discussions and join 
in the successful partnership. 


The Warwick Station will offer not only the MBTA service, but also Amtrak 
Acela Regional service. Additionally, all nine rental car companies currently spread up 
and down Route 1 in front of T.F. Green will be brought into a single consolidated 
facility to be built on top of the train platforms with bus, bike, taxi and limousine service 
all accessing the ground floor. There will also be an automated people mover connecting 
the Warwick Station directly to the T.F. Green terminal, 1500 feet away. Such a 
proposal, we are told, has never been attempted before. 


This facility will total 1.7 million square feet, have seven stories and provide 
approximately 3000 parking spaces for the rental cars as well as 1000 spaces for 
commuter and intercity train passengers. It will be built straddling over the Northeast 
Corridor. We are tentatively planning for a ground-breaking in September of this year. 
We would greatly enjoy welcoming you as well as all the relevant Massachusetts state 
agencies to participate in that event as full partners. 


In the 17 acres between the station and the terminal, Governor Almond has led a 
nationwide recruitment for private sector developers to bring hotel, office and residential 
development into a new mixed-use transit village. This pedestrian oriented alternative to 
sprawling development patterns is also proceeding nicely, with a Massachusetts firm, The 
Bulfinch Companies, as the selected developer. 


As we see it, the Logan project offers an opportunity. Secretary Durand’s 
certificate of 1999 stated it well, we believe, when he wrote, “the proposed section 61 
findings must detail specific steps to be taken by Massport and other state transportation 
agencies to ensure that Worcester, Manchester and Providence airports together with 
Logan, will operate jointly as the key elements in an efficient and environmentally 
balanced regional air network.” 


We believe that Massport can and should go farther to answer this request of the 
Secretary than what is presented in the EIS/EIR. This is an opportunity that we should 
embrace. One such specific step that we wish to see in those findings is Massport’s 
commitment to participate in the capital and / or operating costs of the new MBTA 
service to T.F. Green. We are thankful for Massport’s commitments towards regional 
transportation as presented in the EIS/EIR, in particular the Fly New England initiative. 
But the Secretary has it right, the time has come to consider our facilities as part of a 
regional air network. The MBTA trains to the Warwick Station are an ideal candidate for 
immediate action. 


We also hope that the proposed New England Airports System Study will be able 
to assist with cultivating that perspective, and we gladly pledge our full participation in 
that effort. But as time slips by while we study this issue, we must be aware that the 
Federal Aviation Administration has predicted an additional 23 million annual airline 
passengers above current levels by 2010 in New England. As the EIS/EIR points out, 
there is a long history of studying these issues of inter-city travel options in our region. 
These efforts have produced results. But current opportunities to enhance the existing 
regional transportation system should be seized now, not wait for additional study. 


Think of the benefits to the 128 region and its businesses from a strong train 
facility at T.F. Green. Think of the benefits to downtown Boston. The new 128 station is 
ready to serve a market that has not yet been tapped, airline passengers to and from T.F. 
Green. We all know that it is quicker, easier and cheaper for airline passengers to head to 
or arrive from T.F. Green rather than Logan if the southern 128 region is your destination 
or departure point. These synergies should be seen as a benefit for our region as a whole. 


In fact, we expect the future comparison of total travel time to or from downtown 
Boston to Logan versus T.F. Green once its train station is operational will be very 
competitive. It is that competition that we should be encouraging as part of the Logan 
project. Also, it is the total travel time that we should be analyzing. Even an on-time 
airline arrival may not make for a quick total trip if the tunnels into Boston are clogged. 


The ground transportation congestion problems of the Boston region are certainly 
contributing to the growth of the regional airports. This may be somewhat beneficial, in 
the short term, for Logan’s delay issues as well as the regional airports, but it is no way to 
manage our region’s future growth. Reducing congestion while improving the 
environment and stimulating economic development are the ultimate goals of the Logan 
project. Massport’s commitment to the MBTA trains to and from T.F. Green, we believe, 
would properly emphasize the benefits that accrue to Massachusetts from our facility 
while helping to accomplish these goals. 


Therefore, we strongly support the proposed Logan Airside Improvements 
Planning Project. The $5 billion annual economic impact of that facility is vital to our 
region. But we also hope to see a strong regional airport network. In fact, we would 
prefer to see both a delay free Logan and a coordinated regional airport network. The 
numerous public comments concerning regional transportation and Massport’s responses 
within the Final EIS show a collective understanding of this sentiment. 


Ongoing regional cooperation is needed, not simply to assist Logan or our 
region’s air network, but to increase the efficiency of all the region’s transportation 
assets, passenger and freight alike. We feel that Logan’s improvements should proceed 
immediately and we would hope that Massport would see the value for them, as well as 
our entire region, in participating in the cost of the MBTA trains to and from T.F. Green 
as part of the project specific mitigation. After all, approximately 60% of the passengers 
at T.F. Green are Massachusetts residents, while little more than 2% of the demand at 
Logan comes from Rhode Islanders. 
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William D. Ankner, Ph.D. Michael Cheston 

Director, Rhode Island Department Executive Director, Rhode Island 
of Transportation Airport Corporation 

CC: Mr. John C. Silva, Manager Environmental Programs, Airport Division 


Ms. Virginia Buckingham, Executive Director, Massport 
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MEMORANDUM 


. Governor Lincoln Almond 
State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations 
Washington Office 


TO: Jay Wickersham, MEPA Director 
FROM: Samuel S. Reid 
DATE: February 14, 2001 


SUBJ: Warwick (Rhode Island) Station trains proposed as part of 
mitigation for Logan Airside Improvement Project 


Asa follow-up to our conversation last week, I want to convey to you 
the hope of the State of Rhode Island that the long anticipated Final EIS/R 
for the Logan Airside Improvement Project will include specific miti gation 
commitments for the cost of MBTA service to the proposed Watwick 
Station at T.F. Green Airport in Warwick, Rhode Island. I would like to 
detail what those commitments could be in this memo as well as describe 
some of the history of this project and some of its attributes. 


[ have been in contact with Massport staff for a number of years on 
this subject, and I have spoken today to Massport staffer, Katie McDonald. 
Ms. McDonald told me that there would be mitigation only relating directly 
to the project in their submittal to the EOEA later this month. Sandpiper 
relocation and sound mitigation were mentioned. No commitments for any 
assistance for the cost of mas train service to Warwick are included at. 
this time. 


She did say, however, that there will also be a chapter on regionalism 
in the document and she expressed interest in the recent successes in the 
Warwick Station project as she would like the most accurate information 
possible. My point to her was that this document should be a place to make 
commitments to regionalism and its obvious environmental benefits, rather 
than simply Tepeaune updates. : 


The capital costs have also been discussed. MBTA believes that there 
will be a need for an additional train set. This set (locomotive and coaches) 
is apparently necessary since the entire MBTA system will need to stretch to 
accommodate the new service to Warwick Station. Massport could be 
helpful to RIDOT in clarifying the need for this additional capital 
investment. The new train is expected to cost approximately $13 to $17 
million. 


Draft language suitable for Massport’s FEIS on these points was - 
presented to the Massachusetts Governor’s staff more than a year ago. It has 
recently been resubmitted to them. Please find attached. The goal of this 
draft language was to commit Massport to the operational costs of the new. 
service as well as put the burden of any potential capital costs with them as 
well. It was believed that such a strong commitment would essentially 
guarantee the new service to Warwick by the time the station will be 
operational in late 2002. It would also signal a real and lasting commitment 
to regional solutions to the transportation challenges that face Massport. . 
Perhaps most importantly, it would place Massport in the role of partnering 
with RIDOT to ensure high quality MBTA service at the most reasonable 
‘cost. | 


We know that MBTA is ready and willing to run to and from 
Warwick. The only remaining issue is how to pay for the service. The 
Massachusetts Governor and Transportation Secretary committed to this 
service on an amendment to the existing commuter rail agreement dated 
May 8, 1998. But that agreement postponed the decisions on funding for 
another day. The EOEA also signaled their interest in this issue in 
Certificate of the Secretary for the DEIR on May 7, 1999. Although at that 
time (page 8) EOEA incorrectly noted a funding commitment from EOTC 
towards the Warwick Station project. No such specific commitment exists. 
The Secretary did, importantly, discuss the critical issue of regional 
transportation network and wrote on pages 3-4 of his certificate, “potential 
commitments or mitigations relating to regional transportation include: 
.-. funding construction of a rail station at Providence Airport.” 


We believe that the Secretary was correct, the Warwick Station is 
worthy of inclusion in the Final EIS mitigation, but with a caveat. It is the 
cost of service to that facility that requires Massport’s assistance, not the _ 
cost of the facility itself. What is more, today’s news that Massport has 
apparently chosen not to follow the Secretary’s suggestion from the Draft 


EIR to include some commitments towards Warwick Station, is troubling 
and does not follow the many other commitments and important steps that 
have emerged from Massachusetts and particularly the Massachusetts 
Governor, Paul Cellucci. 


Additionally, the Draft EIR did not discuss the role of a train station at 
T.F. Green. At 2.4.2 there is mention of the role that intercity passenger rail 
is likely to have on the passenger demand for Logan. But there is no attempt 
to discuss the potential for a train station at T.F. Green to effect demand at 
Logan. We understand that the DEIR was completed in February of 1999. 
At that time our station proposal was well underway, although not as certain 
as it is today. Now the time has come for this project to be included in the 
final EJS. Passenger travel behavior in our region will reflect, we believe, 
the new choices that Warwick Station will provide. : 


Nevertheless, we know from their many public comments and 
contractual commitments that Massport, MBTA and the Commonwealth are 
fully supportive of the Warwick Station project as it relates to the regional 
transportation challenges facing New England. The Massachusetts 
Governor as well as the Massport Executive Director have been strongly on 
the record in support of the new Rhode Island station. The Governor has 
repeatedly filed legislation in the Commonwealth to allow the trains to roll. 
He has also signed an agreement with Governor Almond committing the 
MBTA to serving Warwick. There is also a recent New England Governor’s 
resolution that calls for “increase(d) . . . rail alternatives to service the 
regional airports.” 


In the case of Warwick Station, the issue now is funding for this 
service. The support from the Commonwealth and the Governor that has 
helped get us this far is greatly appreciated and demonstrates his 
commitment to the regional transportation network. But what is needed is 
the last step, the follow through that can only come from financial 
participation in the service costs. 


The Logan Airside Improvement Project offers an important 
opportunity for addressing the congestion problems at that facility, as well as 
our region. Governor Almond remains supportive of the Logan Airside 
Improvement Project. But Governor Almond has also commented that the 
willingness of all parties to work cooperatively towards regional solutions, 
including working together on funding solutions, will be our best hope for 


The Warwick Station project, we believe, holds real and measurable 
benefits for the residents of Massachusetts and Logan Airport in particular. 
If reducing all types of congestion (airside primarily, but roadway and 
flightpath as well) is the goal of the Logan Airside Improvement Project, 
then some specific financial commitments to the MBTA train service for the 
Warwick Station are warranted. We believe that the Warwick Station 
project will assist with all of those congestion issues and bring significant 
environmental benefits to our region. She was generally favorable to some 
additional thought on this issue and promised to speak to her colleagues at 
Massport. | | | | | 


I also emphasized for her the need for Massport to commit to 
becoming involved in the future negotiations with MBTA to determine the 
quantity and cost of the service from Providence to Warwick: Rhode Island 
DOT and MBTA have had a series of meetings over many years concerning 
the commuter rail service between our states. These discussions have been 
productive and recently accomplished the long anticipated addition of three 
round trips per day (five trips increased to eight) between Providence and 
Boston. After two years of review and debate, the General Assembly of the 
Commonwealth approved this additional service in their most recent session. 
Governor Cellucci traveled to Providence on the MBTA to.mark the 
occasion this July and spoke very allel about the upcoming service to . 

Warwick. 


For Massport to be required to commit to becoming involved with the 
_ next round of discussions would be very helpful, we believe, for a variety of 
reasons, Most obviously, financial participation by Massport in the 
operational and/or capital costs of this train service would be extremely 
welcomed and would facilitate the negotiations. At this point, the MBTA 
and RIDOT have agreed verbally that there is a need for all eight of the 
current daily trips to and from Providence to be extended to Warwick, 
although the timing of the schedule remains to be finalized. We have also 
agreed that the operational cost estimates should be based on the incremental 
additional cost to run between Warwick and Providence rather than the full 
cost of a run from Boston to Warwick. The reason for this is that the cost of 
the service from Boston to Providence has already been established and is 
being paid for, in full, by Rhode Island. The annual operating cost that 
MBTA and RIDOT have been discussing for eight additional stops in 
Warwick per day would be aperotmetely $2 million. - 


